Since passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the "deregulation”
of cable television, consumers have seen their rates jump an average of 59
percent -- with some areas experiencing even more dramatic increases. The
cost of cable modem service remains out of reach for many households,
holding constant for years and selectively underserving rural and low-income
Americans. The American people are watching the digital divide widen even
as the need for access to high-speed networks increases.

The FCC, through this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, recognizes that new
video competition is entering the market, as phone companies (like AT&T
and Verizon) begin to roll out television service. The Commission asks if the
telephone companies are slowed or blocked in their expansion by the
process of negotiating franchises -- the agreements that companies seeking
to provide video services sign with local governments that set the terms for
building cable television systems.

Does the franchising process need reform? Perhaps. However, the most
important issue is not how to ensure the process is changed to suit the
interests of telephone companies. Instead, the most important issue is how
to ensure that the rights and services of local communities are protected and
enriched. We should start with these desired outcomes and work backward to
see if the process to deliver them can be improved. Local governments
undoubtedly will -- and must -- play a key role in any future franchising
process.

Though the franchising process has not been perfect, it has been a critical
safeguard to protect the interests of consumers and citizens in our local
communities. Now that the phone companies are building television systems,
local communities are hungry for new competition that could drive down
costs, increase options, provide access to local content and bring us closer to
bridging the digital divide.

These franchise agreements guarantee that local governments control rights-
of-way and obtain fair rents from the companies that dig them up to lay
cable. They guarantee universal build-out of the technology and its
advantages to every household in the community, not just affluent
neighborhoods. They guarantee funding and facilities to provide public
access television as well as other services like low-cost broadband for our
schools and libraries.



As new franchising rules are considered, a number of market realities must
be taken into account. There is a distinct lack of independent programming,
particularly local independent programming, on cable systems. This is largely
the result of vertical and horizontal consolidation among the largest media
companies and cable providers. We are required to buy channels we don't
want or need because the cable operators bundle them together. The quality
of customer service often reflects the fact that cable television is not a
competitive market. The mere presence of satellite providers does not drive
down rates nor present an affordable alternative for broadband access.

In many communities, the only truly independent sources of local news,
information and culture come from the public channels produced at
community media centers. They are the only way many citizens see local
government in action and often the only way residents get information about
events happening close to home. Some towns have been able to negotiate
for funding to enhance and expand these resources. Others have obtained
wired schools and libraries, resources for e-medicine, government efficiency
programs and other educational initiatives. All use their negotiating power to
ensure the entire community is served.

The risk of supplying "one size fits all" franchises to new providers is the
elimination of these and other valuable services that fulfill important public
policy aims. There is surely a need for new providers of broadband and video
content to enter existing markets, be they private or public.

However, no matter the level at which 'franchises' to new providers are
granted -- local, state, or national -- local communities cannot be cut out of
the process. They must be allowed to lend their voice to how new video and
broadband systems will be implemented and what features will be available
to meet future needs.

As a graduate in Video Production and Multimedia Web Design Degrees form
the Art Institute of Colorado | was brought into the world of Public Access, |
wish | would have know of it a little sooner because of the great opportunity

it hold to the community, Here in Boulder our local public access station is
undergoing a lot of hardships and it disgusts me to see that the government
and now monopoly corporations are putting there stinky feet into something
that's more than good for the community both local and national. As a 3 year



video editor and producer for 5 local and international syndicated TV shows |
see the fall of public access (community) television as a great loss to our
country and know that there are many others out there who feel the same.
From youth to young adults to college students to graduates to middle aged
and senior citizens the local public access tv station is a great source of
media where we can all give back to the community, where people can hear
our voice and inform us about public issues and events as well as the
thousands of other great things that come from local producers. Now to take
all that away because the already super-rich companies want to make a few
extra bucks. Its not our fault as a community that these large corporations
go bankrupt and | think that one of the main reasons is that they take away
from the community on a major scale, public access television goes far for
hurting and never took a single thing away from the community that it didn’t
give right back. Where does the money that these companies go? Back into
the community? PLEASE GIVE ME A BREAK! It goes right back in to there
company to devise a bigger plan on how to take over the country and get
into every single persons house and charge them $20 to $100 a month
service fees. We as a community are already paying for the service fees to
provide homes with public access and take that away and your stealing from
each and every home in the living world. Now how bout that in a Class Action
suit against them, maybe they should think differently first before removing

it from the country and instead keep on giving back to the people and in turn
keeping the flow of information and resources so we the people can also give
back.



